Responding to a journalist's question on the subject of globalization, Jacques Derrida expressed his interest in the notion of "world" [monde] and its history while emphasizing that the world is "neither the earth nor the universe nor the cosmos." He then went on to ask provocatively: "Why do the English, the Americans, and the Germans speak of globalization and not (as the French do) mondialisation? " (2005b, 118).
The book, though it appears closed, is never closed; the circle is never completed. Derrida, therefore, wants us to understand that the return to the book is of an elliptical essence. Something invisible is missing in the grammar of this repetition. . . . Repeated, the same line is no longer exactly the same, the ring no longer has exactly the same center, the origin has played. Something is missing that would make the circle perfect. (296) Coming at the end of Writing and Difference, the essay performs what it describes by opening up the book at the moment of its putative close, preventing it from coming full circle by reminding us that writing creates difference through an elliptically positioned essay that happens to be called "Ellipsis."
Invited by Rodolphe Gasché to present a paper on a work by Derrida, Jean-Luc Nancy chose "Ellipsis," which he notes is "no doubt the briefest of Derrida's texts which we might call 'properly theoretical' [though it] describes elliptically the entire orbit of his thought" (1992, 36) . Nancy is quick to add, however, that though Derrida's essay describes the entire orbit of his thought, it does not close off that thought. The text and the thought remain elliptical because their orbit, "like that of the earth and of all thought, does not remain identical to itself" (1992, 36) . Ellipsis as nonidentity is what interests Nancy in Derrida's text. He focuses his attention on Derrida's analysis of meaning's failure to coincide with itself, its inability to achieve proper identity: "Meaning is lacking to itself; it misses itself; and this is why 'all meaning is altered by this lack.' Writing is the outline of this altering. This outline is 'in essence elliptical' because it does not come back full circle to the same" (38). Nancy further notes that Derrida inscribes an ellipsis in his own title-an ellipsis of ellipsis-by not making explicit the meaning of the word "ellipsis": [Derrida] will inscribe it in Greek, and he will elliptically attach to it the double value of lack and decentering. He will not say that ellipsis (like eclipse) has as etymon the idea of fault, of failing to be precise or exact.
The geometric term "ellipse" was first of all the name given to figures which lacked identicality, before being used (by Apollonius of Perga in his treatise of Conics) in the sense familiar to us as that which is missing in a circle . . . (46) Both grammatical lack and geometric incompletion, ellipsis itself remains elliptical, never quite coinciding with itself, always just missing itself. But, as Nancy suggests, the failure of ellipsis to complete its own meaning, its inability to close the hermeneutic circle is also its opening to something it cannot presuppose or account for in advance:
A question presupposes some meaning and aims to bring it to light in the answer. But here [in Derrida's text on the ellipsis of writing] meaning is only presupposed as the call to meaning, the meaning which has no meaning, of calling to meaning: the ellipsis which never links up, but which calls.
. . . To a call, no "answer" answers; but rather a coming. . . . It would be that which comes to all discourse, in all discourse, at its fractured joint, without
this coming ever being arrested there-being, on the contrary, always coming and advent. (45) The trope of ellipsis returns, rather elliptically, 35 years later in the opening lines of Derrida's Rogues (Voyous):
For a certain sending [envoi] that awaits us, I imagine an economic formalization, a very elliptical phrase, in both senses of the word ellipsis. For ellipsis names not only a lack but a curved figure with more than one focus. We are thus already between the "minus one" and the "more than one." Between the "minus one" and the "more than one," democracy perhaps has an essential affinity with this turn or trope that we call the ellipsis. (1) Sending, it seems, never coincides with the receiving. There is a time lag in sending that renders it elliptical, never quite what it meant to send. It is either too little (minus one) or too much (more than one); it fails to achieve the completion, the fullness and unity (the one) of the circle. Perhaps democracy, Derrida muses, is like an ellipsis: never quite fully present, never complete, never quite one, always lacking or always more than what it is.
There's always more to say and more to come with democracy.
With the incompletion of ellipsis and its affinity to democracy in mind, we can better understand why the circularity of the wheel occupies and troubles Derrida's thoughts when he comes round to the subject of sovereignty and democracy in Rogues. Derrida states rather dramatically that he cannot imagine it was ever possible to think and say, even if only in Greek, "democracy," before the rotation of some wheel. When I say "wheel," I am not yet or not necessarily referring to the technical possibility of the wheel but, rather, rather earlier, to the roundness of a rotating movement, the rondure of a return to self. . . . It seems difficult to think the desire for or the naming of any democratic space . . . without the rotary motion of some quasi-circular return or rotation toward the self, toward the origin itself, toward and upon the self of the origin, whenever it is a question, for example, of sovereign self-determination, of the autonomy of the self, of the ipse, namely of the one-self that gives itself its own law, of autofinality, autotely, self-relation as being in view of the self, beginning by the self with the end of the self in view-so many figures and movements that I will call . . . ipseity in general.
(10-11) Ipseity, the circular return of the self to itself, the rotary movement which secures self-determination, self-completion, self-sameness-in short, the autonomy of the self-thus names the principle or axiom of sovereignty "before any sovereignty of the state, of the nation-state, of the monarch, or, in democracy, of the people" (12). Both sovereignty and democracy can, therefore, be seen, according to Derrida, as describing "a circularity, indeed a sphericity. Sovereignty is round; it is a rounding off" (13). Indeed, Derrida continues, "in a modern sense . . . the thought of a cosmopolitical democracy perhaps presupposes . . . a vision of the world determined by the spherical roundness of the globe" (17-18).
But the ipseity, the circular self-sameness of sovereignty or of democracy, troubles Derrida. It tortures him like an inquisitorial wheel on which the victim is stretched and interrogated. He writes:
I should perhaps confess that what tortures me, the question that has been putting me to the question, might just be related to what structures a particular axiomatics of a certain democracy, namely, the turn, the return to self of the circle and the sphere, and thus the ipseity of the One, the autos of autonomy, symmetry, homogeneity, the same, the like, the semblable or the similar, and even, finally, God, in other words everything that remains incompatible with, even clashes with, another truth of the democratic, namely, the truth of the other, heterogeneity, the heteronomic and the dissymetric, disseminal multiplicity, the anonymous "anyone," the "no matter who," the indeterminate "each one." (14) (15) We can, at this point, see more clearly how Derrida's thoughts on ellipsis, circularity, sovereignty, ipseity, and democracy are related to the subject of globalization. Just as the ipseity of democracy is troubled by democracy's other truth of the heteronomic and the dissymetric, so too the logic of
completeness and all-encompassing sphericity of globalization-"a term so frequently encountered in American discourse"-is elliptically interrupted or disturbed by the distinction he draws between the Anglo-American "globalization" and the French mondialisation (1998, 55) .
Mondialisation acts as an elliptical interruption of the term "globalization" because it disputes the latter's sense of autofinality and universal inevitability unmarked by any historical or religio-cultural origin. Derrida An autoimmune logic is at work in the Christian European filiation and legacy of mondialisation resulting in the release of a "universal exigency"
that "tends irresistibly to uproot, to de-territorialize, to de-historicize this
[Eurocentric] filiation, to contest its limits and the effects of its hegemony."
Autoimmunity, in the form of a universal exigency, enables the autodeconstruction of Eurocentric mondialisation, thereby allowing it to envisage what Derrida calls "an actual universalization, which frees itself of its own roots or historical, geographical, national state limitations" (376). At the same time, however, this "actual universalization" would not forget its EuroChristian heritage, even as it exceeds it, because it is that very same heritage that enables the autodeconstruction that ushers in the universalization to come (another name for which may be the "New International").
In the same way that autoimmunity can be seen as the elliptical disruption of ipseity, of the circularity of autoaffection, in that the return to the self is also a turning against the self, so too an autoimmune logic ensures that Eurocentric mondialisation self-deconstructs and opens itself up to what Derrida calls an event: that which "escapes, remains evasive, open, undecided, indeterminable. Whence the unappropriability, the unforseeability, absolute surprise, incomprehension, . . . unanticipatable novelty, pure singularity, the absence of horizon" (2003, (90) (91) ). An event is "possible only as im-possible," since it is "without any horizon of expectation, any telos, formation, form, or teleological pre-formation," and, thus, "nowhere as such," since any "phenomenological or ontological 'as such'" would annul the "im-possible" event "that never appears or announces itself as such." It is this "im-possible" event, this "nowhere as such" that opens up the possibility of a nonhegemonic and nonteleological future for the world and promises a democracy always to come in which an unconditional heteronomy exceeds any autonomous ipseity or sovereign identity.
Autoimmunity, therefore, does not just threaten or destroy all attempts at securing identity, it also initiates the coming of the event that opens up the "im-possible" future to come. "In this regard," Derrida notes, "autoimmunity is not an absolute ill or evil. It enables an exposure to the other, to what and to who comes-which means that it must remain incalculable. Without autoimmunity, with absolute immunity, nothing would ever happen or arrive; we would no longer wait, await, or expect, no longer expect one another, or expect any event" (152).
To summarize my argument so far, I have suggested that Derrida's distinction between globalization and mondialisation is an elliptical interruption of the former's seeming neutrality, universality, and inevitability by the latter's geo-historical and ontotheological origins in Europe. I have also argued that the introduction of autoimmunity is a second elliptical interruption that exposes Eurocentric mondialisation to an "actual universalization" that is nonteleological, unforeseeable, open to the incalculable and unprogrammable event. To Derrida's two elliptical interruptions I wish now to add a third in order to honor his legacy by interrupting it.
According to Derrida, the universal "is not a given, the way an essence would be; rather, it announces an infinite process of universalization" (Derrida and Roudinesco 2004, 18 ). As we have seen, it is in the name of an infinite universalization that European thought has tried to free itself from its own Eurocentric circle. European thought, Derrida observes, embodies an internal contradiction in that "not only does it give itself weapons to use against itself and against its own limitations, but it gives political weapons to all the peoples and all the cultures that European colonialism itself has subjugated. Once again, it resembles a process of autoimmunization" (18-19). Derrida, therefore, does not consider the European legacy as a sacrosanct tradition that one must simply obey, for to do so would be to engage in a politics of immunity and to refuse to emerge from the protection of a totalizing hermeneutic circle. Instead, he sees the European legacy as "an inexhaustible potential for crisis and deconstruction," and as an allegory of autoimmunity (178). Thus it is "precisely out of fidelity" to the legacy of the European Enlightenment that one must "question anew" that very legacy. The European legacy is ours "to receive, to mine, to discuss, to filter, to transform, faithfully unfaithfully." "Faithfulness," Derrida reminds us, "is unfaithful" (160). Following Derrida's injunction precisely in order to be faithfully unfaithful to his legacy, I wish, in my concluding remarks, to interrupt it elliptically to prevent it from coming full circle, and hence reveal its own autoimmunity. I will interrupt Derrida's argument that mondialisation is simultaneously the Europeanization of the world and the guarantee offered by conventions or legitimated fictions, the power that an ipseity gives itself to produce the event of which it speaks-the event that it neutralizes forthwith insofar as it appropriates for itself a calculable mastery over it. If an event worthy of this name is to arrive or happen, it must, beyond all mastery, affect a passivity" (2005a, 152) . But even such a declaration about the noncalculable event worthy of its name must not succumb to the performative, must not be too confidently proclaimed. It can only be stated hesitantly and incompletely as a "perhaps." As Derrida sees it, the event (that is to say, the future itself) is only possible because of the ellipsis of certitude in "perhaps": "The thought of the 'perhaps' perhaps engages the only possible thought of the event . . . For a possible that would only be possible (non-impossible), a possible surely and certainly possible, accessible in advance, would be a poor possible, a futureless possible, a possible already set aside, so to speak, life-assured. This would be a programme or a causality, a development, a process without an event" (29).
As we have seen, for Derrida, the difference between the AngloAmerican "globalization" and the Latinate French mondialisation is the difference between a teleologically informed homo-hegemonization of the earth and a world [monde] exposed to infinite universalization, to what is forever "to come." It is to honor the openness of Derrida's thought-that is, to be faithfully unfaithful to it-that I have chosen to end by posing a series of questions designed to interrupt elliptically his legacy, a legacy that, unlike sovereignty or globalization, refuses to come full circle, choosing tentatively instead to affirm its responsibility to an elliptical thinking of a world that opens out, perhaps, to an infinite "to come," to the always "more
